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Art Unit: 2871 

DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.SC 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a 
foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year 
prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1 -4 and 6-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by 
Atkins et al. US Patent No. 6285425. 

Regarding claim 1, Atkins teaches a reflector disposed parallel to a 
predetermined plane (fig. 7 element 270), and having plural unit reflecting portions (fig. 
7 element 242) each having a reflection face for reflecting incident light in a direction 
different from that of regular reflection light of said predetermined plane, wherein the 
distance between a first tangential plane abutting on a first reflection face arranged in 
an arbitrarily extracted first unit reflecting portion at a reference point arranged in an 
arbitrary position on said first reflection face, and a second tangential plane abutting on 
a second reflection face arranged in a second unit reflecting portion adjacent to said first 
unit reflecting portion in parallel with said first tangential plane (see fig. 7). 

The reference does not explicitly state the distance between the tangential 
planes is half or more of a coherent length of the incident light however the reference 
discloses a pitch length of .1 mm at most (see column 8 lines 25-26 "10 per mm"). Near 
the right side of the each reflector portion regions the tangential planes will almost be 
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horizontal thus the distance between the tangential planes will be significantly less since 
the point where both are horizontal the distance between the tangents will be zero. 
Since the points are arbitrarily set and the a specific wavelength is not specified the 
distance between the tangential planes be roughly of close this value in magnitude 
which will be greater in magnitude than a coherent length of some value of wavelength 
of the light. 

Regarding claim 2, Atkins teaches a reflector arranged on a face parallel to a 
predetermined plane, and having plural unit reflecting portions (fig. 7 element 242) each 
having a reflection face for reflecting incident light in a direction different from that of 
regular reflection light of said predetermined plane, wherein an average of the distance 
between a first tangential plane abutting on a first reflection face arranged in an 
arbitrarily extracted first unit reflecting portion at a reference point arranged in an 
arbitrary position on said first reflection face, and a second tangential plane abutting on 
a second reflection face arranged in a second unit reflecting portion adjacent to said first 
unit reflecting portion in parallel with said first tangential plane is half or more of a 
coherent length of the incident light. The reference does not explicitly state the 
distance between the tangential planes is half or more of a coherent length of the 
incident light however the reference discloses a pitch length of .1 mm at most (see 
column 8 lines 25-26 "10 per mm"). Near the right side of the each reflector portion 
regions the tangential planes will almost be horizontal thus the distance between the 
tangential planes will be significantly less since the point where both are horizontal the 
distance between the tangents will be zero. Since the points are arbitrarily set and the a 
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specific wavelength is not specified the distance between the tangential planes be 
roughly of close this value in magnitude which will be greater in magnitude than a 
coherent length of some value of wavelength of the light. 

Regarding claim 3, Atkins teaches reflector disposed parallel to a 
predetermined plane, and having plural unit reflecting portions each having a reflection 
face for reflecting incident light in a direction different from that of regular reflection light 
of said predetermined plane (see fig 7). 

The limitation of frequency distribution is calculated by setting to a variable the 
distance between a first tangential plane abutting on a first reflection face arranged in 
an arbitrarily extracted first unit reflecting portion at a reference point arranged in an 
arbitrary position on said first reflection face, and a second tangential plane abutting on 
a second reflection face arranged in a second unit reflecting portion adjacent to said first 
unit reflecting portion in parallel with said first tangential plane, the distance for 
maximizing the frequency is half or more of a coherent length of the incident light does 
not appear to limit the device structurally since it is merely a calculation and the 
respective points are arbitrarily set at a range of frequencies or wavelengths of light. 
The reference does show a unit reflecting portion in parallel with a tangential plane, and 
the distance being the planes more than half of a coherent length of incident light as this 
value is arbitrary and dependent upon the light selected. 

Regarding claim 4, the reference teaches reflector according to claim 3, wherein 
the distance between said first tangential plane and said second tangential plane is set 
to 80 micrometers or less. As previously stated since the placement of the points is 
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arbitrary points where the tangent is closest to vertical will have a distance between 
tangential planes to be maximal in this case 100 micrometers max (which is the 
distance between two selected points as stated in claim 1 ) however, points where the 
tangential is horizontal will be significantly less. Applicant states that the respective 
points are arbitrary therefore, this limitation will be met for the set of points where the 
tangential is close to horizontal (see fig. 7). 

Regarding claim 6, the reference teaches the reflector according to claim 5, 
wherein said plural unit reflecting portions are arranged such that directions for 
maximizing the intensity of the reflection light reflected by said reflection face cross 
each other in a predetermined position. Since applicant does not specify the 
predetermined position the crossing position of the reference is considered the 
predetermined position and this limitation is met or any specific structure that this 
limitation implies this limitation is met as the applicant does not supply any structure 
associated the reflector of claim 3 is considered to meet this limitation as applicant does 
not indicate any structural difference between the two. 

Regarding claim 7, The reflector according to claim 6, wherein said plural unit 
reflecting portions are arranged such that diffusion reflection lights reflected by said 
reflection face cross each other in a predetermined area. Since applicant does not 
specify the predetermined area the area in the reference is considered where diffusion 
reflection lights cross of the reference. Applicant does not provide any structural 
difference between this structure and the structure according to claim 3. 
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Regarding claim 8, the reflector according to claim 3, wherein said reflector has 
a curved shape, and said reference point is determined as one of a point at which a 
point orthogonally projected onto said predetermined plane is conformed to the center 
point of gravity of a projection figure caused when said unit reflecting portion is 
orthogonally projected onto said predetermined plane, a point at which a normal line 
vector calculated at one point on said reflection face is similarly conformed to an 
average vector of the normal line vector calculated at each point, and a point for 
maximizing the distance from a line segment connecting minimum and maximum points 
in the distance with respect to said predetermined plane on said reflection face to said 
reflection face. The reference point can be considered a point at which a point 
orthogonally projected onto said predetermined plane is conformed to the center point 
of gravity of a projection figure caused when said unit reflecting portion is orthogonally 
projected onto said predetermined plane thus (see fig. 7 and fig. 8 which shows another 
view of fig. 7). 

Regarding claim 9, the reference teaches a display device having a reflection 
member and performing display by reflecting light incident from the exterior on the 
reflection member, wherein this reflection member is constructed by the reflector (see 
column 2 lines 44-46 and also see claim 4). 

Regarding claim 10, than electronic apparatus characterized in that the display 
device according to claim 9 is used as a display (see column 2 lines 44-46 and also see 
claim 4).. 
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Regarding claim 11, the reference a light reflecting method for reflecting 
incident light in a direction different from the direction of regular reflection of a 
predetermined plane by using a reflector having plural unit reflecting portions disposed 
parallel to said predetermined plane (fig. 7 element 270), wherein an optical path length 
difference for maximizing frequency is set to a coherent length or more of said incident 
light when a frequency distribution having the optical path length difference of incident 
reflection light reflected on a pair of arbitrary adjacent unit reflecting portions as a 
variable is calculated. The reference does show a unit-reflecting portion in parallel with 
a tangential plane, and the distance being the planes more than half of a coherent 
length of incident light as this value is arbitrary and dependent upon the light selected. 
The reference does not explicitly state the distance between the tangential planes is half 
or more of a coherent length of the incident light however the reference discloses a 
pitch length of .1 mm at most (see column 8 lines 25-26 "10 per mm"). Near the right 
side of the each reflector portion regions the tangential planes will almost be horizontal 
thus the distance between the tangential planes will be significantly less since the point 
where both are horizontal the distance between the tangents will be zero. Since the 
points are arbitrarily set and the a specific wavelength is not specified the distance 
between the tangential planes be roughly of close this value in magnitude which will be 
greater in magnitude than a coherent length of some value of wavelength of the light. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Atkins et al. US Patent No. 6285425. 
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Regarding claim 5, the reference teaches all the limitations of claim 5 except 
wherein said reflection face has a curved shape, and the average value of an angle 
formed by said predetermined plane and a plane perpendicular to an average vector of 
a normal line vector calculated at each point on said curved face ranges from 5 degrees 
or more to 1 5 degrees or less. The reference shows these angles to encompass a 
range that appears to be overlap the claimed range. The reference does not specify 
any specific angles however the references angles which correspond to alpha in the 
applicants specification being 5-15 degrees as in fig. 9 appear to include angles above 
and below the claimed range in addition to the claimed range (see fig. 7 angles made by 
the tangential to the reflectors 242 to the horizontal plane) and narrowing it can provide 
a narrow range reflection. Thus it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
apply a range of 5 degrees or more to 15 degrees or less limit reflection angles of the 
display. Moreover, The MPEP section 2144.05 [R-1] states In the case where the 
claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior art" a prima facie 
case of obviousness exists. In re Wertheim, 541 F.2d 257, 191 USPQ 90 (CCPA 1976). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. US Publication No. 2002/0159009. US Publication No. 
2002/0149723. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phu Vu whose telephone number is (571)-272-1562. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8AM-5PM M-F. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Kim can be reached on (571 )-272-2293. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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